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BRIEF

The major purpose of this investigation was to determine the
need for making statistical corrections to the fitness reports of
junior officers to adjust for possible inequalities due to extra-
neous situational factors. The situational influences for which
corrections were made were (a) type of duty stations at which
reports were made, (b) number of reports (up to 5) the officer
had received, (c) rater familiarity with the junior officer, as
measured by the number of successive reports completed by the
same rater.

The analysis was conducted on the reports received during the
first 18 months of active duty of 1,338 members of the NROTC
graduating Class of 1959. The sample was fractionated into groups
homogeneous with regard to the variables being studied. Standard
scores were computed for each subgroup, and these were compared
with raw, unstandardized average fitness scores for the total
group.

Although significant differences in fitness ratings were
attributable to factors (a) and (b) above, a correlation of .97
was found between the standardized (corrected) scores and the raw,
unstandardized scores, thus indicating the influence of the vari-
ables corrected for to be practically negligible. An additional
finding was that correlations of about .90 among the four scales
on the Fitness Report Summary Sheet permit these four scales to be
averaged without significant loss of information.

Although conducted in the process of developing a means for
using early fitness reports as a research criterion, the findings
of this study are encouraging in that they suggest the fitness
report to be relatively uninfluenced by extraneous factors as
used operationally.
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THE EFFECTS OF CORRECTING EARLY FITNESS REPORTS
FOR SITUATIONAL FACTORS

A. PURPOSE

The primary purpose of this study is to determine if correc-
tions are needed to compensate for the degree to which certain
extraneous factors influence fitness report marks. Examples of
such extraneous factors are: number of fitness reports received,
number of fitness reports received from the same rater, and type
of duty station at which ratings were received. Should the effects
of these extraneous factors be found to be significant, they should
be appropriately compensated for when fitness marks are being used
operationally in making administrative decisions concerning naval
officers.

The development of a single summary type score to reflect
fitness marks in general is a secondary purpose of this study.
A single score to represent an overall evaluation of an officer's
performance is frequently needed.

B. POPULATION

The population of this study consists of the 1,338 graduates
of these NROTC programs who were commissioned as Ensigns during
the calendar year 1959. Of these there were 804 Regular and
534 Contract students.

C. DATA

An Officer Summary Record (NAVPERS 1269 Rev. 7-57) was obtained
for each officer in the population. These records include the follow-
ing information abstracted from each fitness report completed for the
officer during his first 18-month period of active service: 1

Location and type of duty

Name of reporting senior

Rank of reporting senior

Rating score for Item 14a, "Present assignment"

1 The fitness form used during this investigation was NAVPERS 310
Rev. 3-54 "Report on the Fitness of Officers," a copy of which is shown
in Appendix A.
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Rating score for Item 15, "Considering the possible
requirements of war, indicate your attitude toward
having this officer under your command"

Rating score for Item 16a, "In comparison with other
officers of his grade and approximate length of service,
how would you designate this officer?"

Rating score for Item 19, a summary score giving equal
weight to the following six qualities: "Professional
knowledge, cooperation, judgement, leadership, promotion
potential, and management effectiveness"

D. PROCEDURE

The above fitness report information contained in the Officer

Summary Record for each officer was coded as follows:

1. Report Number

The fitness reports received by each officer were assigned a
chronological number; the first report received was assigned a one,
the second a two, etc., to a maximum total of five reports. Many
officers in the sample had less than five fitness reports available.

2. Rater Familiarity

The first fitness report submitted on a particular officer by
a reporting senior was assigned a one, the second by the same rater
was assigned a two, etc.

3. Type of Duty Station

After discussion with a number of officers, the following
scheme for categorizing duty types was selected as being most
consonant with the purposes of this investigation:

A. Large Combat Vessel

B. Small Combat Vessel

C. Non-Combat Vessel

D. Shore Duty in U.S.

E. Shore Duty Outside U.S.

F. Duty Under Instruction

4. Actual Performance Ratings

These were the rating scores obtained from the fitness

reports, see Appendix A:
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a. Present assignment (Xa) (Item 14a)

b. Desirability (Xb) (Item 15)

c. Comparison (Xc) (Item 1 6 a)

d. Quality (X d) (Item 19)

The numerical weight for each scale value has been typewritten
on the form in the appendix. The Quality Rating is represented by
an average of all the sub-scales included as part of Item 19.

Since it was felt that the index derived should reflect actual
on-the-job performance and not academic ability, reports completed
while on "Duty under Instruction" were eliminated from the analysis.

Four scores were then computed as follows:

1. Average Raw Score. The average (across all fitness
reports) for each of the four rating scores above were computed
for each officer:

Xa' Xb' Xc' Xd.

2. Summary Average Raw Score. This consists of the mean
of the four Average Raw Scores for each officer:

Xa-d = (Xa Xb+ 7e + cd)/4.

3. Average Standard Score. In order to obtain a measure
in which the influence of report number, rater familiarity, and
type of duty station have been statistically removed, standard
scores were computed as follows. All fitness reports analyzed
in this study were grouped so that within each group the fitness
reports were identical with respect to report number, rater
familiarity, and type of duty station. Within each of these
groups the raw scores were then converted to standard scores
with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10: Za, Zb, Zc, Zd.

The average of the standard scores for each of the fourratings_
analyzed in this study was computed for each officer: Za, Zb, Zc,

Z d The number of reports on which the average was based ranged

from I to 5.

4. Summary Average Standard Score. This consists of the
mean of the four Average Standard Scores for each officer:

a--d (7a+ Zb+ fc+ Zd)/4.
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Means were computed for fitness report marks associated with
each of the "Type of Duty Station" categories, significance tests
were applied to differences between means, and correlations were
computed between the various scores.

E. RESULTS

1. Means

Tables 1, 2, and 3 show the mean raw scores of the population
categorized in various ways.

As indicated by the means in Table 1, the fitness report marks
were skewed toward the positive end of each rating scale (the posi-
tive end of the scale was coded 0, and the negative end of the scale
was coded 10). This is consistent with the frequently reported
skewness of military performance ratings.

Table 1 also shows that there is more variance (reflected by
the standard deviations) associated with the "Desirability" scale
than with the other scales. The mean fitness scores obtained while
on "U.S. Shore Duty," were more favorable (numerically lower) than
the corresponding mean scores of other stations. With one exception,
the mean scores for "Small Combat Vessel" were less favorable
(numerically higher) than the corresponding mean scores of other
stations.

Table 2 shows the results of significance tests applied to the
differences among the means shown in Table 1. "Shore Duty in U.S."
is significantly better than the other types of duty station. The
only other significant difference found was between "Large Combat
Vessel" and "Small Combat Vessel," ratings from the former being
more favorable (lower numerically).

Table 3 presents the ratings on "Present Assignment" categorized
in terms of the situational variable being investigated. The previous-
ly noted tendency for first fitness scores given at "U.S. Shore Duty"
and on "Small Combat Vessel" to be better and poorer, respectively, than
reports given at other stations is herein shown 2 to also hold for later
fitness reports. A general tendency for mean fitness scores to improve

2- -

Columns XD and X B compared to Columns X A and X C and X E
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TABLE 1

Rating Means, Standard Deviations and N's for Groups
By Type of Duty Station on First Fitness Report

Type of Rating a Rating b Rating c Rating d
Duty Station (Present Assignment) (Desirability) (Comparability) (Qualities)

N a SD XI SD N x SD N X SD

A. Large Combat
Vessel 348 2.82 1.39 348 2.57 1.72 348 3.05 1.45 335 3.10 1.24

B. Small Combat
Vessel 365 3.09 1.41 366 2.90 1.67 366 3.33 1.36 354 3.28 1.17

C. Non-Combat
Vessel 42 2.88 1.21 42 2.57 1.55 42 3.19 1.17 40 3.03 1.10

D. Shore Dutyin U.S. 225 2.41 1.14 225 2.18 1.42 221 2.65 1.08 215 2.60 1.04

E. Shore Duty
outside U.S. 33 2.94 1.14 33 2.91 1.51 33 3.15 1.23 32 3.06 1.05

TABLE 2

Significance Levels of Differences Between Duty Stations
In Mean Ratings on First Fitness Report

(t-tests)

Rating a Rating b Rating c Rating d
Duty Station (Present Assignment) (Desirability) (Comparability) (Qualities)

B C D E B C D E B C D E B C D E

A. Large Combat
Vessel .02 NS .005 NS .01 NS .005 NS .01 NS .005 NS .10 NS .005 NS

B. Small Combat
Vessel (-) NS .005 NS (-) NS .005 NS (-) NS .005 NS (-) NS .005 NS

C. Non-Combat
Vessel (-) .05 NS (-) NS NS (-) .01 NS (-) .05 NS

D. Shore Duty
in U.S. (-) .02 (-) .01 (-) .05 () .05

E. Shore Duty
outside U.S. (-) (H) (-) (-)

Note.--

NS = not significant
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with each subsequent report3 is evident, but no trend associated
with rater familiarity4 is evident from a visual inspection of
Table 3.

2. Intercorrelations

Table 4 presents the intercorrelations between the various raw
and standardized scores for both the first report and averages based
on all reports.

F. DISCUSSION

1. Station Differences

The results of this analysis show a distinct difference in the
fitness marks received by officers assigned to various types of
stations. If the assumption is made that there was no selective
detailing on the basis of ability (i.e., no discrimination on
ability was used by detailing officers in assigning these officers
to the types of billets herein analyzed), then to treat fitness
marks from some types of duty stations (like Small Combat Vessel)
as equivalent to fitness marks from other types (like Shore Station,
U.S.) is, in effect, penalizing the officers at the former stations
and unduly rewarding officers at the latter stations.

If some type of selective detailing is operating, the equivalence
of ratings given at various types of duty stations depends on the
direction of the selective detailing. If there is a tendency to
assign officers with greater general ability to U.S. Shore Stations,
and to assign officers with less general ability to Small Combat
Ships, then the fitness marks received may truly be equivalent. On
the other hand, should the detailing be in the opposite direction,
the fitness marks would have even more inequality than Table 1 indi-
cates. As will be noted in later discussions, this problem of differ-
ences between duty stations in fitness reports is less serious than it
seems.

3Numerically the means in Row I > the means in Row II > the means
in Row III, etc.

4 For example there is no trend shown in Column XBon the IVth report
that corresponds to the increased rater exposure,_i.e., X is 2.30 for
raters who for the first time rated the officer, X is 2.30 for 2nd
reports by the same rater, 2.11 for 3rd reports by the same rater and
2.41 for 4th reports by the same rater.
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TABLE 4

Intercorrelations of Raw and Standardized Fitness Report Scores

RAW SCORES STANDARDIZED SCORES

FIRST REPORT ALL REPORTS FIRST REPORT ALL REPORTS

xa Xb X d X EaJ Xa xb xc xd X Za Zb zc Zd Za-*d Za Zo Zc Zd Zad

X 80 78 84 91 75 63 67 70 73 98 78 75 81 88 75 66 67 69 73

Xb 82 79 91 64 69 66 65 71 78 98 79 77 89 65 76 67 65 72

X 75 89 62 62 72 63 69 75 79 98 73 86 62 66 75 62 69

Xd 89 70 64 67 79 74 81 76 72 98 86 70 68 67 78 74

xabd (1st Rep. Average 73 71 73 75 78 89 89 87 86 93 74 75 74 74 77

Raw Score)

•a 87 88 91 96 72 61 58 67 69 97 84 84 88 93

gob 9 86 96 6o 67 59 61 66 85 97 87 84 93
c 86 95 63 63 69 64 69 85 87 97 83 92
c

xd 95 67 62 59 75 70 88 85 83 97 92

Xa1d (Summary Average Rai 70 69 66 71 73 93 93 92 92 97
Score)

Z 79 76 83 90 76 67 68 70 73a

Zb 80 78 90 65 77 68 69 72

Z 74 88 63 66 (6 63 70
c

Zd 88 71 69 68 80 75

Wod (1st Rep. Average Slandard Score) 73 75 74 74 77

87 87 91 96
a
Z b 89 8, 95
7 85 95

C'
7d 95
Zd
Zad (Summary Average St ndard Score)

RATING CODE:
a Present assignment

Note. b Desirability in time of war

c Comparison with other officers
Decimal point omitted. d Personal qualities

N ranges from 889 to 1261 e Combined traits

8



2. Rater Familiarity

These were non-existent or negligible in this analysis. That is,
successive reports by the same rater did not show an increment over
time beyond that accounted for by the report number. (See Table 3
and discussion.)

3. Rating Number

The general trend of more favorable ratings with later fitness
reports 5 , though statistically significant, does not markedly influence
the relative ranks of the officers rated. (See Section 5, below.)

It is interesting to note that the "higher rating over time"
phenomenon takes place even though it would not theoretically occur
if the directions for marking fitness reports were rigidly followed.
Fitness marks are to be based on a comparison with other officers of
the same rank6 and length of service. Since in each case the marking
is to be made relative to other officers of equal rank and length of
service even if all officers improved to the same extent (in an
absolute sense) over time, the distribution of marks assigned would
theoretically stay at the same level7.

4. Use of a Single Summary Score to Reflect an Officer's Cumulated
Fitness Marks

Justification for combining ratings must consider the amount of
variance that will be masked by the combining process. The more
highly correlated the ratings the smaller will be the amount of infor-
mation lost in the combining process and vice versa. Table 4 shows,
underlined in the second diagonal subsection, the intercorrelations
between average raw scores across all reports. They range from .86
to .91. Rimland (1959) has demonstrated stability in fitness marks
after the accumulation of 4-5 fitness reports. The average raw
scores in the present study are based upon approximately 4-5 fitness
reports. The lowest average raw score intercorrelation is .86 (across
all reports) which means that in this lowest relationship some variance
would be lost in combining the average raw scores. In the remaining
cases less variance would be lost.

5 As seen in Tables 1 and 3, a general tendency for mean fitness

scores to improve with each subsequent report.

6All the officers in this sample were ensigns during the entire

period studied.

71t has been substantiated that fitness marks tend to be more
favorable with higher rank, so in actuality the instructions are not
being rigidly followed.
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The Summary Average Raw Score is a single score for each officer.
If it is closely related to the Average Raw Scores representing each
rating then this Summary Average Raw Score may serve to represent
the cumulative fitness marks of officers across all scales. As seen
in the tenth column in the table the four average raw scores for each
rating are correlated .96, .96, .95, and .95 respectively with the
Summary Average Raw Score. The Summary Average Raw Score thus repre-
sents the four average raw scores fairly well (only 10% of the variance
is lost) and they in turn represent the cumulative fitness marks
received.

5. Standardization of Scores

Standardizing scores, in the manner previously described, sta-
tistically removes differences in marking characteristics between
stations, between report numbers, and between degrees of rater
familiarity. If a Summary Average Standard Score based on these
standard scores differed greatly from the corresponding Summary
Average Raw Score, it would indicate that these (extraneous) situ-
ational variables (singly and/or interactionally) cumulatively are
strongly influencing the fitness marks. If, on the other hand, there
is a close relationship between the raw and standardized Summary
Average Scores, the combined influence of these situational variables
has little influence on the fitness marks. The correlation between
the two scores (X a--d & Zda--d) can be seen to be .97 from Table 4

(last column, tenth row). This indicates that the latter alternative
is the actual one. Since the raw and the standardized (corrected)
Summary Scores are essentially equivalent, the more simply attained
raw Summary Score is the more feasible of the two to use as a uni-
tary score of over-all effectiveness.

G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. There are differences in average fitness assigned ratings
of various types of duty stations, but these are relatively small
in comparison with the large individual differences found among
officers in the ratings received.

2. Fitness marks assigned to ensigns tend to move toward more
favorable scores on succeeding reports.

3. Statistical corrections for type of duty station, rater
familiarity, and report number need not be made in producing a
criterion for research purposes, since the effects of these
corrections are negligible.

10



4. The Summary Average Raw Score is a feasible unitary score
for use as a research criterion of officer performance.

REFERENCES

Rimland, B. An analysis of officer fitness report summaries.
Washington: Bureau of Naval Personnel, 1959. (Technical
Bulletin 59-18)
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APPENDIX A

WORKSHEET
NA"PWSIO- IE. 354W REPORT ON THE FITNESS OF OFFICERS

THE OFFICER REPORTD ON WILL FILL IN THE FIRST EL'VA S•TIONS:1. Haliff (140Q (fira) (If) I'* -Loma ~ o upi- (i) ts=OR L a

&SHIPON , STATION e 1u al C atr uc zor ATE Ro PRESENT am STATION

& OCCAS ION PMREONT, TmP or REPORI Ia. PERIOD OF REPORT
imue. M " TACU•" oI r OP rFl STACNmI r0 r-i Ro- rFROM

ANNUAL LiJ MWORINOG SNOLJ 4W ORTIRE QI 19OULAN Li eRamEy LiSCILL FO TO
11s.MTInES L - I , 1d id "weiel l , IntudS, wes de ma o0eOa*i dursoth retswd. Jft rraglo Mu1, b•d ar laglas dytit ed •/ ltsbd.,i u llasiudt Vg ee~pu,,s€Ol, sd Va~co sec •du dw . If aasesa,, ue aepaat ue• ak en s t• eoetm.ll

FOLLOWING TO K FILLE IN BY THE REPORTING OFFCRF5:
12. EMRZPAEN OF COMMAND DURINg PRItOD OF THIS W

13. REFERENCE HERE AND APEIND MY COMMENDABLE OR ADVERS. ROOT ON THIS OFFICER IVD DURING THE PERIOD OF THIS REPORT

14 PERFORMANCE OF DUTIES (It tsSom hoses VU other ooJWN e o inAie erdend SapproeadC lNA o• fure•et eco, onstder requirements of At duties Sl analudate All performnee.)

o Outstanding ver. ]xcellent .perform. Competent and sil- Salsf.ctory par- I nadequte tter.
T to s I mNt aI In mot a e ent performance tor IIncmot i formonce in manyT pects of duty of Il duty d ssn- In most aspects or aspects of ils duty aspects of his duty
0 tl . HIgh- sment. Idmolout ot Is duty assign, aslsgnments. N= ass•g•ments. Needs

DUTY ASSIGNMENT B 17 qualfted competaent in most Ments. Frequently some Nuperv"slon. close supervisono.
S of the uemaining s- demonstrates ezoel- Basically qualifiel. Ie Is not qualified.

Bm y (AdverseI lota.FuproeUy lUht performance. (Adve)
V standing Palo-'I mme.

14 (a) Present Asslgnment 0 2 . 4 5 6 6 10
(b) As Watch Officer

(c) Collateral Duties

(d) Technical Specialty

(a) Ship Handling

(f) In Admlnltratlon

(g) Ability to Command

(h) As Executive or Division Officer

(I) Duty on a Staff

(J) Other

15. conesdlIobaI tho issable rme qi•eamentsas f arthslsealy Prefse nat
or. InAdio"to se ottlOudo •used ohasine d45ro n• AN Fsr hil Ne plaSO sd I s 171 s I stbhfd 171 to hIns hi.?

lo eMceer undse smor saomeond. Would yauoi hvei him, L o 0• I aat? han hir? b .J ls hane him.? t (Adverse) 4

16. (a) In comparison with other officers of his grade and approximate length of service how would you designate this officer?

(b) For this report period Indicato In (b) how many officers of his grade you have designated In each category of (a).

One ef the few highly A very fine officer of A dependbl.e and typl- An acoeptable offloor Unsatisfactory
outstaoding ovoer I gmeat value to the aely effective offlcer (Advnrse)

16a know aerv.ice
(a)

(b)
17. COMMENTS. In this section It tn iportoi thatA the ositlonding chaocerslties of the officer, end any weaknenses which seriously affect his performance of dut, be remerled T

eprainel should be rondse andconcrele n terms of xpetifji tramples of performance from which the more general factors can he inferred. Theeppraisalwilluitfptemar0aosegned I.
iteos 14, p I, and 10. chum. In addition, the oppralsal should include oepeoanding quoltfeaictoIn anI fld such as the followanl: administratlon, planning, toplftscs, atedromics, sam
sceupone, and to dealing with the publdic is personal or offiial ctod rssla. 'Ilis spacer mueact abeo111ha&

it. NAME *RM~g AND P0.1 NUMIER OF REPORTING OFFICEIR. OFFICIAL STATM REILATIVE TOI OFFICEPIREPRTED ON.

Code used to designate reporting seniors: ENS (i) 1G{j) LT (3) LCDR (4) CDR (5) CAPT (6)
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19. In comparison with other officers of his grade and approximate length of service or approximate length of duty assIgnment, to what degree has this officer exhibited
the following qualities?

(a) PROFESSIONAL KNOWLEDGE (Consider the requirements of his various duty asnignments and compare them to his professional knowledge.)

Hi exwoptlonsal knowlede Has excellent knowledge of Is well Inforrend on most Has satisfactory knowledge Sermo gape In his knowl-
Not OBSERyEDo his duty eoss mes. must pbaese of his dutj phexu of big duty e@Mlan- of routine pbses o0hi duty edge of fundamentals of his

tro1selywell inlnd. assignments. Is weon. ment. Frequently demon- a soselgamen, duty assignments.
Iformed on the remaining strata excelent knowledge.
phI a.Oeomi0 lY dew: (Adverse)
_a exceptional Impartad,.

a 0 ! .. 2 1 ... 3 4 I 6 1 8 10!
(b) COOPERATION (Consider ability and willingneas to work In harmony with and for others.)

NOT OBSERVED Extremely snocessful in I Promotes harony in deal. Gets along well with most Indifferent to others. Inollned to cremte friction.

I working with oths HUs Iog with oths. A very Ipeople. Knows how to take Cooperatea occasionally. Generally not cooperative.
a fn outstanding ability to good team worker. orders. Jltsinwithateem.
createh-rusay. (Adverse)

0 1 1 1 ... 2 1 4 1 5 6 L 8 10•
(c) JUDGMENT (Consider his ability to grasp a situation, think clearly, and develop correct and logical conclusions.)

Outstandingly sunsd and Exceptlonaly good judg. Judment i seually soumd Is prone to neglect or mis- Due to faulty ludgment, his
NOT OBSERVED logucal thinker with an ment based on moud evsau- and r seonabe. interpret facts. Ocenissi. delisens or recommends-

exceptional grasp of the ation of all the fatom ally commits errors in tiens are too frequentlyF] situation involved. involved. Judgment. wrong._____j(Adverse)"0 1 1 .... 3 4 1 5 6 { 8 ... 0 z
(d) LEADERSHIP (Consider his ability In organizing, obtaining the cooperation of o -there, and In directing their efforts effectively.)

IOutstanding skill In direct. A consistently good leader. Capable leader. Develops Generally obtains elteetive Falls to command. Unable
,-,~ ~~~~~ ~~ Ir efetv unit effepiree ets exerdtaes tovryeontwrriol.lut em-IcemtarsNOT OBSERVED Ing others results in a very Commands respect of hlb good ooperation and team cooperation under normal to exert control.effectl~~~~~~tm/t.~a wnpreoo enodnts vr fo, wrk in difficult cireum- circumstances,

ofidee eves n very tlive Under ediffit circuses. statnie. KnowshowtogveI (Adverse)~~~stna orders.e dffcltorcm

di~cit etroumestnem, saetuo, n~eJe_7 - o- 4 1 5 6 1•• ! 8 10•
(a) PROMOTION POTENTIAL (Consider his capacity to handle Jobs of Increased scope and greater responsibllity, ability to learn rapidly, personality, self-improvement

efforts, special abilities, and training.)

Capableofinreasedrespob- Veryprnmisingpromotional Demonstratos promise for 1Prjenet lob is taxing his Definitely limited.
NOT OBS•RVED slbility and rapid advance- material, I further growth at moderate opabilties. Requirs eon.

] ment. rot. aiderablteamount of training. (Adverse)
0 o 1 2 1 3 1 4 I 5 6 1 10 ... ..m

(f) MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS (Consider his utilization of men. money, and materials.)

NOT OBSERVED Is most effective in tho utili. Is effeetive in acomplisbing Coneervemen, money, and Utilizes men, money, and Is needlessly wastelul of
cation of men, money, and extra savings in men mon- mateliefciveb m materials in a barely mtis. men money and materials.] materials. oy, and materials by Gi&pe Mlemeting and mitn- factory manner. Is irrsponsible in this

menting and maintaining log routine managenent regard.
improved management pro- procedures, (Adverse)

____ Ostnres.

(1) REMARKS. Marks In any of the starred (1) boxes must be Justified In this section with a brief description of the factors which were considered In evaluating the
officer. The Justification should be in concrete and specific terms.

20. State your estimate of this officer's capacity for original and constructive profesnional work and Indicate to what degree his performance during this reporting
period has reflected that capacity. State concrete attainments wherever possible, if not observed, so state.

21. (a) As a general rule, officers should not be shown their fitness reports by the reporting seniors unless the report contains adverse matter. An adverse report
must be referred for statement pursuant to Article 1701-(8) Navy Regulations. His statement should be attached to this report.

(h) Heo lhb officrr rftnonrid on men this rppon? YES D] N O]

22. )artE FORWARDED ____________________23.__________________________________

(Sifal•nure of reporting oficer)

24. WORKSHEET
(Signature of repular reporting senior if report is concurrent)
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